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« , ' PREFAqE^ ■ ». ■ 

The California Community College Presidents' Study, npw in existence 
for eight yeacrs, h^- recently gained considerable attention from com- * 
munity college educators — for good 'resison. What began as a harmjess 
accounting |ioWQ^kly student contact, iiours,^ full-6^e equivalent, and 
load among a handful of Northem^^lifomia community colleges ^has be- 
come a\Frankensteinian nightinare for a large ntimber of the 72 colle*gds 
now involved by choice or decree. I dreamt one night of being chafSed by^ 
the four horsemen: WSCH, FTE, load, and %I^CH. 

But 'beyonds^the headaches of repbrting ^uc^ data , Reflected by my 

' i ' ' 

« 

li^ht-hearted comments above lies a much more serious problem- B^.g bro- 
I • ' . » • 

thfeir is Watching, and he might momentarily hi-t us little brothers over 



toy* -* 



the head vith our\-^„ . . , ^ 

' What surprises me is tliat the colleges themselves — not the 'COst- 
effectiveness minded state— ^havfe come up'witti such a dangerously jover-* 

simplistic -annual report* As I see it, are inviting trout)le. For 

^ . » • ' ' ^ 

one, w6 are, if _ such a report is used seriously, making an earnesp e*ffc?rt 

CO equalize our individualities — the ingredient that makes us so inter- 



V - 



♦ 



/ 



• ' .The point Is not that we have sqmething to ]hids — we dpn't, couXdn t 

• and (I for one) wouldn't.' Rather, ^the point Is that! th.e report does not 
pjC42^ej3Ju_data that- is j^ensitiys ^nou^ for, comparative purposes ^assuming , 
we even want? to compare). The procedural variability in. the collection 
of data from college, to cfoll^ge is too 'greal to expect comparable data. *' 
The Presidents* Study, does not reflecfc-a true piccure of California 

conmunity colleges either as a group or irifiividually. We are looking * 

/ • ■ ' . ' • ^ 

at ourselves in a house of fun mirjror. % ' , 

• * ' ' ' ,** 

Ift this paper'l .report some^ of the major problems I've encountered 
1 in frying to get a handle on the data required for. reportirfg to the col- " ^ 

' .. ■ / " . ■ . ' : ■ •" ■• 

. lection center. Included are reflections on the meaning fulness of the 
data and statistical 'analyses used in t)ie Presidents* Study/to (for lack 

of a-^.better- word) tnamg^ the data. \ . ^ ^ 

* . * / - * • ' ' ■ ' ♦ \ 

^ * .1 cbn.clude with a short report (my contribution, to this con^^ence) 

\on two stiwies I conducted* which use the (really, meritorious) l^tSit 

, / . , ■ ' ' • 

p£. the^residents* Study butj r^mqye (with sonje not^ exceptions) the .dan- . 

college comparisons. But ev.en in these mpre meahirigful 

aware of the hlghl^vbl- 
unavoidable simgliStca t ioiT 



underlying 



• due to ensuing} .statistical treatment of that data^ After all, comparing 
* ^ ' - *di\3.si©n loads within a college (as '% have' done) is-' as ba^. a's comparing 

'-'<\ S.'. ; -■ ^ • .■ '.'^ • ,- 

• .collegdjjpa^^ adfoss theT st^atey But the risk of misinterpretation *ls 



♦ 

.,.1 



* Tninitaized-r-I. tf^ink. ^ ; 
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INTROPDCTION 



At 



The Presidents^ Study was.itfetiated by twa eomouhity coULe^fes^^dur* — ^ 
cators, Manfred ^E. Mueller *4ud Serb ert\H* Seni^ns^ ^The study i^a \^ 
collection^ classif ication^ and analysis of weekly contacts hours and 

. full-time efliij-valent faculty data gathered from -a qtsmber of cJallfdrnia-' ^ ^ 

. •» ' • — -^^ • i \. ♦ " 

community, colleges* The data is treated by various f ormtS^s ,^atias^ . 

. . ^ and graphs to indicate loads, > trends, and cpstsv ' 'V . 

- ' \ ' * , ^J' - ' ^ *^ • ' V " ' " * * * 

" • A Redciion\to "the study from community college educators has ranged . . 

• ■ • - ' . \ • - . r \ 

fr om Jt crtal acceptance^ and full" participation' to severe criticism and . ^ 



J reluctant or no 'participation. . Fqo thill College. and' the Community Coir 
j:"^ge of S^t\ Francisco, center^ for gathering and compil^ing of this tgrpe^ 
^ of data, seem to h^ve embraced the 3ttidy. Other schoold and^ districts, 
, including the Cgast CommunitJ^ College District, ll^ve cri^cized the 
study on several counts: lack of standardization in collecti|i|^ data 



\ 



' arbitrariness of faculty load figures^a vital statistic^ in deteroing 



\ y^r r \ , — - . • : ^ - - . ^ - - - 

'V i — ' ^ ^ ' - . ^ : • 

IBotb are now retired but h^ave maintained an active role In. the study 
' . through ^'Seroans-jllueller Associates,"* a research firm spSi^ilizing 

\ v4 '• v in community irolleges. ^ * ♦ ^ ' 

4W . „ 



load £gctors4- and the iraiaerous non-traditional approaches *to leaming~ 

. " - • . '* - / ' .-v . \ ^ • : ' 

all. >f actors cxucial td conducting meanijpgfxil. statistical analyses. 
^ • iSicJiard BpiSfetcam^^A^^ jjf Instruction at jOrange Coast , 

.College, recorded his opinion 6f,Coast*s participsCtibii in this studyr 

_ " iJlose examination of past dLssues of the-irepdrt (Presir') * - • 
** Jden£g* Study). revealjs remarkable* variation in data vhich^ * * ' ^ 
. will lixeyltably be us'ed'lJsr college ^driiinistrators and, he^- ^ 

yenv-fprbid,^oyej^ ^ 
. w5rk loads- of faculty, and e^nroUment: activity 'in various ^ * ^ 
,Cnr"classificaJti6ns among community colleges, 

t • \ . ' r ' !' . . " • ^ >• 

' ^.I**!!- cite j(ist one. of many horribliet exdii5>les ;f rom the 
- FalJ,, 1^72, issue , of ; th6» reports ^Tjh^'faculty*io ad figures 
/*' fo^ iJiisic H±§tory and Appreciat^a range ftQm,230 at Lassen 

21375 at- Santa IWsa. You'll Ixave^to talli pretty fast 
. . t6' convince m^jthatC .data* which vary to that j^tent are pro- 
viding information /of any xisefulness in compafiiig' colj^eges,* 



• 



programs, 'or anytMng else. • ^ . , ^ - m » . , i?. 



* • ^ Such -coiiq)arisons must lead tp conclusions that are as r % 1 • * 

wishy-wasby ^d useless. ^ the data reported* Nevettheless^. ^. ^ ^ 

\ the comparisons will be made, much toTthe xietrimeAt^ in mj . 

^ \ -opinion;, ^f college? and programs wliich^ by sl\eer chance ^hgw, * 

• V •* data tji*c are at variance with *^st of the. rest • 

•* . " I recomrilerid most strqngly.that;we< discontinue p^r- 

• ••• • ' ticipation in this ErojgctnrV: • " * . - * 



1^ _ 



Vil^iasi Shawl, Gpl^s^^ Vest's Dean of Academic Affai^s*^ , vigorously, ' 
'."attacked ihe^stuiiy^^M" a recent California Community* Junior College As-» . 
' \ sociation/ convention, Shawl further elaborate?iv 




^ "^erproblfm with this studjf^is that, it equates load, V.: ^ - \ -\ rjr ^ 
wfth \ceekly si:udcnfc**contacj: ho.url|, Cdntapt Jhpurs is.onj^ „ , i . ^ 

one'*parjt bf^^an d^ds^uctor5s load* .Depending upon flis.c^^' , • 

plihe^and,learning>stratcgy involviftdviouch more ahoiS^ \ 
" considered in. con^ating load^ Jara^rojEessipnal :as^st;|in5e " . . 
is not considered^ for ^xas^le^, in maldng "Vwi^i^isb^s; - ^ . / \ 

This is not a* faculty load-st^y aijd shpjuid not'be ifibeied- , 
as such, . I fear* the. Mttds^ol comparisons H^ich might be . / > / ' . 

drawn -from? such .jt st tidy by'^ttipsV wh^^^ consider bniytheLjiu^^ . v*-^ ^ v 
bers^jjame* » ".y"^' - \ ^ . ' , " ' - ^: . . ^ ^ 

ERIC"-,.- • ■■ ;V- . i--: --.-''^:- ■ , ■ •;v..-1 ■ ' 




The extent of criticism seems to be directly proportional -to* the 
amoant of non-traditionai commitment on the part o^ the instit^ion. 
This is understandable. Non-traditional programs do not fit the tra- 
ditional mold and, are hard to pin 'down by methods of analysis that over- 
simplify the situation. 

Sinte 1968, an increasing number, of Northern California community 
coll4ges have participated 1q the Presidents' Study. In Southern Cali- 
fornia, participation began in 1972.* In 1973*, 4^'Northem and 26 South- 
em ^lifornia cpimminity colleges reported. ^ 



This temporary adoption of aoglytic proced^fc^s and methods of re- 



( ->tt 



porting i;'esults i^ nat the type of tesearcH**pla^^ed for GWC; rciany of 
the procedures in the statewide study are not acceptable and will l>e 
deleted*, and replaced With more approj>riatex)nes» Longitudinal data will 
^so be collected as 4ime progr^^sgsXn brder to show trends in Weellly* 
•stiiaent <iontact hours, full-time equivalents, enrollment in courses- and 
division, and rapidity of '*closing"enrollments. 



Why is t^S^ Pfesidfents' ^tudjr clnaccejitabJLq as is?\ Consider the fol- 
lowing reflections begJinning^with a, quote frot^ the, fourth yearbook: 



J 



The chi^ purpose of the Resource Boolcs'has been tq ' 
^provide* the participating college^presidents with theix 
collected 'data in a pompilrehensive ''aha usabJLe form* 'This 
permits applications .not pbssible if only part, of t;he in- ^ 
X formation is shared. Coi5parispn''is QadeJ ea3y by the fot- 

, ma^s c?)nsiste^atly chosen in tHese' book^.'* ,* ^ ^ 

Comparison' m^y, indeed, be too easjf— anU faulty* It* seems to me 

U . ■ i - . ■ • > 

that one of the, central problem^ of statistical woric is to insure 4:hat • 



^Resource Book W, p. A-1 



the statistics, developed actually have meaning in the uses to whidi^^the^ 
are put. It is not possible to'develop sound statistical analyses with-**^ 

out considering the purppse and nature *of the inferences, to be drawn ^ 

... . . . 

from the data. The Presidents* Study is an open offer ^to misinterpre- 
tktion by state sources in that no explicit list of pu;rposes is proyided, 
and the types of inference vhich are to be examined utilizing the infor- • 
mation appearl onl^ Incidectti^lly and inf ereat^ally from the type o£ argu-.^* 



mounts'. proposed "at^arfous itages* ' \ • 

■ •■ \^/T - ■ . ■ — • ■ '■ 

^ The analysis and,lhu&sbpplied are* not at all times relevant, to the 
^ • argument^ advanced. Furt|^et^^here are certain, details of the argumenta- 
^ ti»on and st^istical presentatiQiTjhat suggest misuse of statistical 
^ , inference, ^tas'tly, it appears 'that little attention has been paid to , 
whether dat^ that is^ formally treated as comparable can, in fact, be 
said to -ajrisa from £he same underlying population. 

\ • ^ ' V ' ' ■ ; 

' , • ^ THE cost' INDEX ■ ■ . ^ ' . 

' : - ■, \ • • - , " ■ ■ ■■ ■ . 

' \ Particularly with tespect to the cost index I doubt as to whether 
the analysis can bear the jweight intended of. it. Consider the following: 

<i For reaching administrative decisions relating 'tp 

<f departmental costs a detaifed Knowledge ^of the contents of 

a particular year's Budget would 'not be requirfed if 'teach- 
ing load information is^ avalJLable. Estififtes of cbmpata^ 
. p * tive co^ts are particularly important in building a new . > 

V year's budget and mky be applied during depaVtmeatal^iid- y 
get xeview procedures. ^ * * \ ^ *^ ^ * • ' 

** * . * . ' ' • • 

The "inyerted teaching Ao^d ratio" cost inde?: should^ 
• ^ be adopted as a useful tool in correcting wrong attitude 



, • Resource Book IV,, p. E-26, par. 4. ^ ^ • . / • ' ' \ ^' 

\ ' * ■ ' • 

• ■ . • . 8 • ' ■ A • " - ■ '■ A 



about costs and in reaching administrative decisions where ^ 
a rapldly-arlrivecf-at approximate cost estimate' is required* 



4i 



To fequate overall costs in teaching a discipline with faculty cost is 
not 'entirely, without foundation since the cost of faculty is the major . 
cost in any particular situation* But in making comparisons <or the 
pu^mose of allocating additional money to one discipline at the expense 
of another (else why compare diverse discrplines?) the "cost index", 
seems to lack the necessaxTf delfcacy. , . 

A quick comparison of this inverted load ratio with ;a^s 
true cost index shows discrepencies as great as 40%. Twenty-five percent 
of the values show discrepencies greater than 17%, with these discrepen- 
cies accounting for 22% of the WSCH in the qhart. Consider the effect 
of this atgment: . 



- . • V . 

'.Now, going to a one-college level^ with a to\al cj^f . 
100,000 WSGH,(5800 ADA^and a discipline which is below 
.average in cost, the wIk^ college budget would be $7.2 ^ \ 
million, an4 a 1% WSCH (qj^cip line with a cost index of ' 
]^80 ^Jould be bperatingyfat^H savings of $4,000*. The dppart- 
• ^ 'ment involved could \)e allowed ko- spend* this additional 
amount ^nd still not rise above \iotllege--"iverage ^QSt.^ 

■ • " \ •■■ " I >' '■■ 

«»9upp>ose that argximenfc -to be applied to >^eronautics (RB-tv, p. E-25) which 
'sqows* an ^inverted load ratio of 87 but a true cost index of 104,^ Xh^ 

effact would ia/bc increase .the ^expenditures of a discipline thip is al- 
.reakty slightly above avei^^ge. It; is ,to be antiqipated that low^iost^ 

Midfex disMplines will be quicker to acqliiesce in such an aiiaiysi^ than 
*high\cost index ones'' with a net^ pressure to higher expenditures. Even 

\\ ■ • • ■ ' - ^ * •> — , / ■ . 

loc.Xcit.,, par. 6. . ^ * , * 



s 



assumlik that, the true cdst is a valid determinate "for total expei\dltures 
: * r • ^ ' > / A • • ' • 

» • - ^ - . . ,\ ' ' • 

in a discipline, it is evident that inverted Ipad ratio is not. 

Let us go a' step furthq^c^and ask whetl^^r all disciplines oudnt. to 

cost the «ame p^r WSCH. (Whether ' that cost is faculty cost, i.e. , in-> 

.verted load "^atio oV budget cost, "true! cost"). It does not take much 

imagination to advance reasons why, for example, nurfidg ought to cost * 

more than history or journalism than, phj^sical education, 

\ How are we to xxs'e 'these indices In the face of the' obvious differ- 

ences' between disciplines? *Th'e answer (whiph%is supplied in this stiidy 

onlx by implication) is to use a "Nd.tmative Cost Indix" whichl^ould be 

^constructed by taking into -account the "normal" .load for a •discipline. 

^e statistics available suggest that the statewide average load in- any 

CID would-be .used as the "nofmal" load. * Postponmg" for the moment the 

guestion of whether the statewide averages have enough consistency to 

' • ■ ' ' \ 

be used as norms, let us ask the quest iort whether total budget cost in 

* • 

any form is a valid tool for allocating funds, particularly since many 

ir( 

or- less permanent nature. 

For thif reason some level of funding will be required for many of 

the so-called higher cost disciplines. Thus iH is necessary to consider 
^ 'i , • \ • • 1 ' 

• * ' * / ' ' 

marginal adjustments of these prograias. Th^ approp^riate cosits to be 

examined are not total costs but lDkrgina|L costs, in .part^ular i:he ms^r^ 
ginal opportunity costs (that J.s to s^yy what, is the most w^liiable .ac- 
tivity thaK parmot be performed if this one "Is to, be pefforraed?) . The 
inJorraat;Lon we most desire 16, fflven^ $ budget\ constraint , ho^ -qan we 
spend the last available dollar in a way that will provide the haximuio 



programs iti community colleges,^ are mandated Jby requirements of a more 



iti community colleges^^ are mandated Jby 

I ■ '\ 

permanent nature. 



return* The cost in^ex gives nb clue -to such mkrgiixal' coat analysis at 
all. I do not intend to deny that cost controls are valid* and useful 
maffagement tools, but rather that any cpst control requires a fineness 
not available with ttie statistical data in the Presidents' Stuiyi^ * It 
is difficult to shave with an ^e. 



TREND ANALYSES * 

A further purpose of this study is trend analysis, presumably for 

■ . . ■ ^ \ ■ 

the, purpose of projecting enrollments. "It is logical to expect the 
So^ithem Califoimia community colleges to grow 5% more in the coming 
^^x^ear."^ A cursory reading of this section reveals that' the trend 
analysis is- purely historical and 60 attempt is made, to correlate 
trends to fextainal events.^ It is precisely the notion of projection^ 

of enrollments that seems to be most^ usefulV^ but if the ,past wejre an 

' ' *. ♦* \ ' 

^ accurate indicator o^ the future "'we could all gejt some^graph paper and ' 

• ' - " * ' 'I 

make Our fortune on nhe stoqk mirket. Any ^eriojis at^tempt at enroll- 

metftl >pa;o j e ct ion will h^ve to concern itself with demcfgMph:^i5f , unemploy 

, iieri15*^technological patterns^ ^add all the otiier messy and 4iJflfeult 

• . . *^ . ' ' ' ' ^ ' 

tpects .of the real vorld. ' * • ' . . ' 



■> LOAD\ 



That, the , theoretical orientation does not a"p*pe)a.r BjUitable'^to the 
prol?letns the RefSQurcfe Book *i6 sip pa rent iy. trying t6 tsoIvA' is the most 



serious criticism* But it is also, significant ^that'^ a number of techni- 
cal errors appear to have* been made in the statistical analysis. Con- 
sider first the use pf graphs in p/esenting the data pertaining to 
lcfa\ 



By inspection some ^of these values may be judged to 
be non7representa!tive. . .So an ynbiased means must be ^ * 

^ used to eliminate most of these noa-^repr.esentative values. 
For this report, -<t was decided to limit the points chosen 

_fron\ th^e array. qf_loM^alues^to_4P (occasionally 10^ 14j_m 

/ or 20) by finding the* minimum t'lii vaiue Whlcft wouJia prov - 
Vide * the necessary number of figures.* Most *noarepresenta- 
tive Values are associated with'Si^aU FTE figures. Now, * 
<^ if soijie very high or low values for teaching .load still 
, ' V^main in the chosen set, they are entitled to remain 
because they are not baCsed^on a very law FTE value»» Un- 
fortunately; il follows that the data from the smallest 
* colleges have thus been^, given less cons i(^erat ion. ^ 

' . \ . ■ . 

This statement exempl;^fxes twc\types of statistical error. The 
implication here is that* it is possible. to decide which value^^re "non- 
tippresentative" Ijy inspection. If the numbers rejected do indeed arisa 
from a pOTulation 'different than the others, the presumption ought to 
be <hat other values also arise from different pppulations and ou^ht to 
be^mped with cauMon, even if they, do not so obviously bear different 
markings.- Contrarily, if the numbers ^ejected axe in fact f rom ''t)^ 
same statistical population, then no tpatter how "unrepresentative" they 
are they must be included, ^j^nce the lumbers rejected are all of ' dlmall 
fTE, they could bfe included'with weight by FTE to ijiinimize any^is- 
tortlon. let fact, it seems mandatory^ to do so not simply with these 

"non-i^resfentativ€l"y/^ues, but with ajLl the values itucluded\ ^Thip is 

ft 

another erri&r^for it seems that*a,J.l loAd measurements have beam treated 

. 

op* cit., p. E-2, par*. 4. 



as identical*regartiless of the underlying FTE, a method of analy3is 

which seems completely unjustifiable. The main motivation for this' 

seems to have been that the graphs vejre dtawn by hand and to"^ xxse vari- 
^ . > , 

able weighting would ha^p been time consuming* * Further examination of 

> - \ ■ * • 

the text reveals a, possible explanatipn for such a\avalier treatment 

1 * > 7 

of the data; '!A'nice random ^et is straight but not vertical." ; 

• What does random meant Apparently, not the irregiilarity .in ,a 

. • ^ \^ • / - 

, series of measurements, whibh may occur with Any form of frequency dls- 

tribution. * Consideting that '^he function of prbbabilitjT ruled paper < 

s ' ' ' ♦ • • ' 

is to 'Straighten out a Gaussian cumulative' error ctrve and that this 
* ^ ' » . \ 1 

straightne^ is thfe test for a Gaussian (also called normal) popxilation, . 

^ * • ^, , 

I woufd stiggest that we assume these 'C^-alues, to be 5drawn from a ndrmaL 

* * ^ <* 

' ^^ f * ' 

popi4at'ioa, and, the<*efore,# tlft §ets dught to be, straight . ".'presumably, ^ 

th^ "unrepresentative" values "are t^iose which fall /far from the "proper**^''' 

' ' • ^ ■ ' i ■ ' ' ^ V ^ ' • " ' . 

straight li^^* fact,- whether the underljrkng* population of the load 

values can be t;reated as normal is a question that needs to be answered, 

' . ' ' ' \ • " \" ' - 

-and the answer Would be obtained by measuringVthe goodnes^ ^jf fit of a * 

! '♦fejaight line fitted to the- graphed data. Was thi? casual attitude to- * 

^ ' / . ■ . . ' 

* ward thfc tret^tment o^' the 'data matched'by an equally careless "attitude-. 

; toward the necessity of proper controls on the acquisition and s.i^i,t- 
• * • . ' ' - . 

abil^ of. d^a? • " * u ' ' / 



7 ^ ' ' i 

op. cit.y p. E-3, par. 4, * 
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^ WSCH 

♦ 

Another consideration: the WSCH data. These are based entirely 
on 'fourth wfek attendance. .-Yet, from the standpoint of effectiveness 
of expenditure akd from the standpoint jof actual faculty workload it 



seems necessary 



:o consider fhe attendance for. the entire term of the 



class. Manifestly, a class with a high drop rate accomplishes lesfs, 
,all other things being equal, than ^ne in which relatively m^e of the 
Istudents finish. From the standpoint of actual work done, the time of 
student withdrawl is also significant. Investigating whether a teport- 
ing procedure (Resigned |:o take these data i-nto account woxild show sig- 
nificant differences from the present methods^worthwhile* 



\ FTE 

I \ 

FTE is equalVTr'ifeantrovdrsiali Perhaps bficause it is, the weakest 
liak^in the chain. JTE is directly related to faculty workload. And 
faculty workload is notoriously irregular across colleges— 'and within 
colleges. How do we arrive at normative FTE when the following (and 
I list only some) variations run ^amut; 



* a - Overlapping classes (three or four fclesses overseen b^ ^ 

one .instructor at the same time, e*g., Au^o Tech) • ' 

- iorum classes (some colleges* give double credit;, some, don't)' 

- Team teaching — whAt 'about co6rdina£l'dn? • / 

- Performance time * ^ \ \ , . • 



Ulfferent workload ranges (e.g., at GWC,Tech-» 24-30 hrs, 
'Math =« 14-16 iirs, Cqsipetology « 22-35 hrs) - '% , 

- Coaching • • » ' 



GWC fori 



• - When' is a la) a lab?* Different lab veights are given at 



- chemistry/physics 

- A,-T math, geology 

- technology 

- learning center 

- "open" laD 



; biology 



* - Open entry, open exit courses (e.g< , jsecretarial science) 

- Media center ' , ' • . 

♦ - Heavier lecture at t^eginning of a cburse and almost totally 
lab at the end' (e.g., c'bsmetology) 

- Special education faculty who "team* teach**^ with regular 
faculty (e.g., h4aring impaired) ^ 



- TBA ' 
- 'Indeppridetit study 

- TV courses 



Work 



1 
I 

ierience 



,Administl:ation of justice short-tjrpB coVit^^ (a rea^ chal- 
• /lenge) ^ " ' 

The varianck^in faculty assignuients jijst on our campus defies analy 
si^. For three yeras I've' made a conscientl^ous (and I think valiant) ^ 
effort to imscramble the FTE assignments in*our Healt^h Science Division, 
to no avail. Yet, not from a lack of cooperation from the division- 
chairperson^ nor the Dean of Academic Affairs. The nature of faculty 
assignment there is so invQlved (lectiire, lab, A-T lab, large grolip 
sessions, ^makl group sessions, CA^, and field work) that I finally 
Realized I was trying to bang a sqtlare peg into a round hole. We all 
felt better when we finally "guesstimated" the FTfi for that division. 

There are further considerations: What abou.t *t>ara'professionsls? 
They are an integral part of our media-oriented couysesj Most of our 
paraprofessionals Rave degrees comparable (and some beyond) those of the 
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y^and are indeed' certificated employees on a classified schedule. If we,,, 
were to "throw in" these as additional FTE, our }.oad factor" would drop 
drastically^ ^ 

u Why consider all^ faculty members to contribute eqtially to "cost" 
if in fact they, are not equally expensive? We give up a lot when we try 
to simplify the analysis. Why only, day college? Particularly since 
many day students .round, out their schedule with night classes. 'Why not 

, faculty contact hours? Would the differences by significant? 

One would hope that these problems produce insignificant amounts 
of variation, but they are worth looking at. • * ' 



CID CATEGORIZATION 



A real p.roblem is comparability ^of CID-indentical courses that are 

.not 4a fai*-/i'dentical. Similar course names may reflect different needs, 

objectivferQ.v^lues, and teaching methods.* It is equally true that one 

CtD numbts^fet'ttay cover quite a diversity of different courses. Mathe- 

matics, general, CID 1701 fot example, covers mathematics from high' 

school algebra, trigonometry to calculus, ^ow much these courses have 
♦ * ♦ . ■ 

in common is problematical. This syndrome appears to be common to sev-/ 
eral of the — OL- CID numbers. 



MISCELLANEOOS REFLECTIONS 
To comprehensively critique the Presidents* Study, one needs to" 

s \ 

write a tome perhaps as thick as the st;,udy itself. But I shall conclude 
this part with some after thoughts: \ . 



Granting the validity of ' the sttldy a^a whc/le '(nop 'an uncontrover- 
sial' cfioice)^ the information pre3ented seems/to be just that part of 
it which is least useful, "^e data lags by/one jE-ull year. The dilema. 
-here illustrates the drawbacks of hand reduction of data, ,the data 

7 

were b^ed on the use of a computer, the/ mast time cons\iming part would 

be entry' &f the data. Thereafter, prewritten programs could develop^ any 

analysis necessary. It should not' be a matter of more than a week or 

two following receipt of all data to the completion of the* entire analy- 
' * i 

sis package. If dn addition, the data were sent in the form of computer 
ready forms, e.g., launched c^rds,. then^t;he report woul,d be ready, es- 
'sentially, as soon as' all d^ta wer^ 'received. Specifically, the graphs 
presented can be 4rawn undej^ Computer control,, the WSCH tables can be 
written tJy computer, and all raw data can be displayed by computer* There 
seqms to Ije. tio reason ^why ad annual resource bgiok could not be ready for — 

• - V 

. t « • 

the, printer a^few days foirowirig receipt of all necessary data from the 

• ' * « ' • ^ 

other colleges. . ' • * ^ ' 

The soQidl and economic make up of the community, demographics, 
the philosophy v» organizational structure^ and available fAcili"ties of 
each college affects all the variables in the Presidents' Study and s\\Jk<fs 
the results* accordingly. Can we comps^re an urban colXege Jn the middle^ 
of Los Angeles City with a subutban college in a bedroom comnunity? Tl\e 
size at^d number of large forum-type facilities has a definite 'effect on 
the number of WSCH a college can accommodate. Result: The load Infcreases* 

Why the nortVsouth split? (Not the water issue againl). I like . 
the large-small split. It ought to be extended tor JEiner strata^ say, 
every 25,'00O WSCH or urban, suburban, and rural,. b?' both. » • 

17 ' . . 



It is Indeed a challenge to ae, as Director of Research;, to .wade 

through the e^tplanatory , subexplanatory , superexplanatory remar'kst and 

notes floating around in the Resource Books notvithstandiiig; the single 

and double asterisked footnotes that point to exceptions, exemptions, 

exclusions, qualifications, limitations, and modifications. To/expe^ct 

coilege presidents to follow tKe, intricacies displayed b^rders^'on the 

naive. When it comes right down tb it, one more than lively hears 'the ' 

patriarch ask, "How does our load stack. up against De Anza?" (Do I, 

dare respond:' "What difference does it make?*') ' !. 

The fear of misusing the Presidents* Study is real! The first time 
' ^ • ' ' - • ' . t 

I conducted the study, our Health Science Divisioix came in with- a load 

of. 298 (college average ^ 601). I was asked to explain (defend?) tbese*"^ 

I I ' . 

statistic^* in a .division meetitig full of cdncei^ed and evnen angry in- 
structors. I chose not to defend the study and as quickljy as I. could 

i . 

pointed out its severt limitations (and copped-out by blankifg our parti- , 

cipation bn^the boss). *"Just as quickly I reminded them that the quality 

* • 

of their program was reflected try the fact that • ' their^ graduates have 
always done exceedingly well on the State Nursing Examinatloi^. ' Never- 
theless, thfe division chairperson called me in hei^ office a few 'days 
later and asked in a concerned tonej .'^ow can w^. increase 'our load?" 
Can we expect less^ concern f^rom state officials with notbrious tracH 
records of cost-ef fe/ctiveness ^^Ihilosophy? < 



Now it is possible, to \believe that'thesd problems are trivial, taken 

•\ 

^. 

as^a whole, or that they ate higljly significant. But it is necessary 
to come to some de^cision -about theni before *we can adequately discuss the 
usefulness of the Presidents* Sti|dy -as an analytical tool to examine the 



appropriateness of various budgeting and educational strategies, and, as 
Brightman stated, comparisotis by government of&Lcials. fhey key factor 
binding all of these problems, together seems to me to be a focusing on * 

• » 

ntmber-crunching approaches at the expense of analytical clarity, logi- 
cal rigor, and causal relationships. There appears to be a dangerous 
' • * I 

\ ' .-^ ^ > ' 

tendency to throw numbers in the pot and stir them in the hope that some- 

thing useful wil^.coma up. • • • 

' ■ ' " 1 

I met Pete Mueller pwo years ago when I visited him atlhis home in 
San Francisco. .As a nov^^ce research director in charge of conducting t^k 
Presidents' Study at* my "college^ I met Pete with but one wo^d: '"Help!" 
He was a gracious host and spent that entire evening explaining the Presk- 
dents^ Study. I was then and still an in^>ressed by the enormity qf, the 
Study he and Semans have undertaken. Their dedication' and ede<irt to 
brinW about some order add coordip^tipn of Important data across 'the 
statics conmunity colleges ±p\to be commende^. Add to thi^ thVfalt ^ 
that ^he analysis was conducted by hand, using only a" deskvCalcu|.at'or 
and the full impact of the effort is clear. Indeed there are some good 
ideag the study and used for in-ho use analyses certain salienlt '«facCi 
can be gleaned that can assist college management in making sounier ^e- 
cisionsj But always with the limitations of this type of analysis, clear- 
''^y in mind. Note the preface from myCfkrst in-house study at GtfC: * 

. ~ ■ ^ \ ^ 

When statistics, is u3ed t'o model a real-life situaljlon^ ^ . ^ : 
certain (usually very restrictive) 'assumptions need to b^ • 
made to tjuantify circumstances. Then,^ further assumptions *-* 
are made in treating the data statistically. -Thus, in his 
effort to analyze a situation, the statistician hinders it 

' by simplification. This trade-off is unfortunate' but ever 
present, especially in behavioral science studies. The 

. .results yielded by any statistical model, iticluding this ^ 
^tudy^must be viewed with an ^ye toward the- imderlyiijg 

. . ' ■ 19 - 



assumptions. Approached with these cautions/' the djata dis- 
, played here c|n be both informative and useful. 8 * 

This is the approd^d^-J. took in compiling my study: "Implications 
of the Presidents' Study for Golden West College, Fall, 1974." This was 
^ first effort to glean out bf theJi/SCH, FTE data what was happening at 
Golden West College. Needless to sayj'lih^t study was received with mixed 
reactions (see page 14 for Health Science Division reactions) and indeed 
many of my^ critical comnients reflect these reactions. But, we were able 
to get a rough picture of several trends in WSCH, FTE, and load across 
our eight divisions. ^ ^ 



1 





\ ■ ■ ■ \ 

; THE 1974 AN? ^.976 IN-HOU^E STIPES AT CaJC , 

Table 1 (all the following^ tables and grdphs will be displayed ou 
the'^dv^head prdjector and ,arfe not included in this report) d^ispl^ys a 
first cut at the data for Fall, 197^. - ^ . 

Certainly, we can get a picture of what's, happerting in the different 
disciplines by scanning the XWSCH* Social Science, Letters, anS Educa- 
tion seem to be the Aost "poptilai:" disciplines. If we pair this popu- 
l^ity with FTE--assuming eq'tiitability of ^faculty workload — we find that 
"Education" with a load of 744 may^ need jsome more staffing. Indeed^ tWo 
faculty members were subsequently added to the Physical Education- Depart- 
ments But the decision was not based solely ofi these figures. The Phy- 
si^al Education Division chairperson requested additional 'faculty .members 
by presenting a case based on the\needs of that division*. It's nice that 
Che two concurred. . . * • k'* 



8 

Segalla, Angelo,* "Implications of the Presidents* Study for Golden West 

' College, Fall, 197'4" - * ' . . 

' ' ' ft 

zo - 



Tabl6 3 pushed the analysts further than I ^really wante^ by ' conceding 
to requests po conip^te GWC witn QCC and stato. , ' ^ - 

To control at least- ^dme <^f the variation^ I displayed the d^ta for 
comiDon^ CIDs only, -That is, we p^^iclced off only those <^fsciplines that 
matched our's,-CID CiD and recalculated all hundred CID Ip^ds from 
the state data provided in Resource Book IV» With niuch trepidation, I 
present this table as a "comparison" of GWC, OCC, and sta£exd.de loads* ^ . 
The large load at both Co^ast Community Colleges , as compared with state 
load miy lead us, to cjonclude — with cautio;iT-that this m^y be due to the 
large fiorum facilities in whicfc psychblogy ^.s taught at both schools* 

Figure 2 pushes on a bit further, displaying the load factors (again 
for common CIDS onl^). If comparisons we'te valid, thia wptild indicate 



the Coast Commuui-ty College Disttict 'as being supert^ef ficient in its ,al- 
location of faculty ^{^rsus WSCH. \ , 

Table 4, perhaps jthe post valid, compares the differences in pppu- 
larity o'f these commonly^ taught disciplines.- H^^^V that 'psychology at 
^he Coast Community College District seems' to be wbt^ popular than, s tat e- 
wide. .t8.l8Z vs. 4. 89%)'. . ' 

Eranicly, I find myself being palled as! if by ^ magnet to make all 
kinds^of comparJ^sons from these tables and figures, the stctHiS of €he 
Odessy revisited,' yet my previous criticisms are the bonds that hold me. 

In a secqnd' part of the sXudy, I presented Figured 3 andi A^fo')^ a., 

birds-eye viewr of the W^CH kid %rrE for Fall, 1974, subdiyideH by divi- 

■ ■ * ■ ■■- .' ■ . ' 

sion. Social Science, Math/Science, Pine Arts,,' and Communications mak^ 

up 2/3iOf the total WSCH at 'G¥C while using 60? pf the total FTE. And. so 

on,* angi so X)n« * ' . . * • . 



Table 5 displays the WSCH, ZWSCH, FTE, %FTE, load, and cost* index 
for the entire Business Division and its CIDS. Then, each CID ;^s further, 
broken down into its constituent courses (not shown here) . Each chair-', 
person was supplied this Unfonnation to use as they saw fit. 

Then the big splash. Figures 5 and V displayed the loads by- divi-r ' 
sioh (this is just about when I was called in by the Health Science I[ivi-^ 

siop).^ I offer the^ figures with no comment. . . ' ' 

' ' I 

I pr^ented here only a few of the analyses from the (§6 page) study 
"Implications of the Presidents* Study for Goiden West Allege, Fall, ' 
1974," but eiiough to illustrate that Mueller and Semdns ide*a3^ when ap- 
plied with caution, can be used in a research setting tp complement mana- 
gerial decisions. This in-house analysis, thouglf far from stellar, makes 



analysis when 



much more sense to me than overall state comparisons. For in 

1 we cpmpare ourselves to others, ^ the tempting response Xsi. k 



the 



final 



So what? I t^jink individuality should be fosgered not. gtHltifled. In 
view of ^his philosophy, Ind taking hefea of my own comments on statewide 
comparisons, I conducted a new study ,£hl)s ^ear thatj did not wl^V-. 
state comj^rative analyses. * * 

Let me conclude bjt. describing the essence of this new study. We • 



^ (painfully) collected WSCH, and FTE data foxj the ^ast eight semesters • 
(over 5,000 data points): Pall, 1972, to Spring, .J976, for both day and 
evening college* Each course offered at GWC in those eight ^semesters in 
either college was classified by CID, division, etc.', paired with an FTE^ 
figure and recorded in our computer (via APL) . We are now in thfr process 
of analyzing this enourmous ^data set for 'longitudinal trends. We expect 
to display over*26,00'0 data *in oyer. 350 tables and (God forbid) a 400- 
page tomen But It^s important to .realizejthat this set*^up will allow 



for just about any cross-cut at th^ data via computer, , Should the Deau 
of Academic Planning want to se^e, for example,' a trend analysis for any 
given CID, hundred CH), departmeht, or division for the past' eight years 
plus a projection for\the tiext semester, *he can use the computer to do 
SO quickly and easily For future semea^ters, a similar^ course, by course 
^alysis is planned. \ \ i 

Foi example. Table 1 (not ^the samef Tatle 1 as above) ^ displays the 

\ ' • • ' * ' 

collegewide WSCH, FTE, and load for combined day and evening colleges 

from the Eall, 19Jl^y semester to the (projected) Fallj 1976, semester.} 

' I 

Figure 1 displays these. data graphically* ihe. analysis begins. hfere,. con 
tinues on to ebcamine; ' 



Yr day coljWge ' ' . * 

- evening college i, 
7 total cojULege by iill' divisions . 
^ day cfollege. by all- dlvfisions . 

evenihg coHege by all ^i vision^ * ' 

- Bus'lness Dil^dLsion 
-/Business Dl,^ vision- departments ' 

- Business Division ">inidivi dual CIDS 
Communications* Division' . ? . 

- Comn\unical;ions Division departments 
-^^Communications Division individual CIdS 

. -"^Fine & Applied^ Arts Division . 

- Fine & Applied 'Arts' Division ^epai;tments 
F±ne & Applied Arts Individual CIDS . ^ 
Health Science Division . . - 

- Health Science Division depscrtmerits 

pWlth' Science individual CIDS ' , 

fiath/Science Division . \ / - * 

- Math/Science. Division-fiepa^rtmends 

' - Math/Science- individual- tips . ^ ' ; 

- Physical & Recreational Education Division 
^Physical -& Recreational Education Division departments 

- Physital ^'R^reational Educatioh individual CIDS 
Social Science DivisjLon 

- Social Science, Division Aepartirients ' ^ . . 
Social, Science Division Individual CIDS 
technology Division \ - • , * ^ 

'A - Technology Division deparmnents • . ' 

- Technology Division ipddyitiual (JiDS 
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